Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 42, pt 3, September 1985 


241 


OPINION 1335 

NEPA CINEREA LINNAEUS, 1758 (INSECTA, HETEROPTERA): 

CONSERVED 

RULING. — (1) Under the plenary powers: 

(a) the first reviser action of Esaki, 1926 is hereby set aside; 

(b) it is hereby ruled that the specific name cinerea Linnaeus, 1758 
is to be given nomenclatural precedence over the specific name 
rubra Linnaeus, 1758, whenever the two names are considered 
synonyms. 

(2) The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of 
Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers specified: 

(a) cinerea Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Nepa 
cinerea, with an endorsement that it is to be given precedence 
over rubra Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Nepa 
rubra, whenever the two names are considered synonyms 
(Name Number 2988); 

(b) rubra Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Nepa rubra, 
with an endorsement that it is not to be given priority over 
Nepa cinerea Linnaeus, 1758, whenever the two names are 
considered synonyms (Name Number 2989). 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.)2I44 

An application for the use of the plenary powers to conserve the 
name Nepa cinerea Linnaeus, 1758 was first received from Dr I. M. 
Kerzhner {Zoological Institute, Leningrad) on 4 September 1975, It was sent 
to the printers on 12 August 1980 and published on 30 April 1981 in Bull, 
zool. Nom., vol. 38, pp. 138-141. Public notice of the possible use of the 
plenary powers in the case was given in the same part of the Bulletin as well 
as to the statutory serials, to seven general and nine entomological serials. 
No comment was received. 

On 13 June 1984 the members of the Commission were invited to 
vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper (1984) 28 for or against 
the proposals set out in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 38, p. 140. At the close of the 
voting period on 13 September 1984 there were fifteen (15) affirmative votes 
and (2) negative. During the voting Professor L. B. Holthuis questioned the 
total suppression of Nepa rubra and recommended the use of the relative 
precedence procedure. This proposition was put to Dr Kerzhner and he 
agreed. Accordingly V.P. (1984)28 was re-issued offering the choice of 
either republishing the case and giving public notice of the revised pro¬ 
posals suggested by Professor Holthuis or the more parsimonious alterna¬ 
tive of voting directly on the relative precedence procedure, details of which 
were included in a paper circulated to all Commissioners. This voting 
paper was despatched on 13 September 1984 but at the close of the voting 
period on 13 December 1984 some Commissioners had voted for both 
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alternatives although they were mutually exclusive. This fact was brought 
to the attention of the Commissioners concerned and their votes adjusted 
accordingly. 


DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 13 September 1984 the members of the Commission were invited 
to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper (1984)28 for or 
against the alternatives described above. At the close of the voting period 
on 13 December 1984 the state of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative Votes — eighteen (18) received in the following order: 
Melville, Holthuis, Cocks, Brinck, Hahn, Mroczkowski, Willink, 
Trjapitzin, Halvorsen, Starobogatov, Sabrosky, Alvarado, Kraus, Ride, 
Corliss, Bayer, Dupuis, Binder 

Negative Votes — one (1) Heppel. 

Lehtinen was on leave of absence. No votes were returned by 
Bernard!, Cogger, Savage, Schuster and Ueno. 

Heppell commented: Tf a majority of the Commission has already 
voted for paragraphs 9(1-3) of the application, the specific name rubra is 
rejected whatever action any second or subsequent ‘reviser’ may have 
taken. Paragraph 9(1) is merely stating what is implied in the action 
requested in paragraph 9(3) and a vote for 9(1) is an automatic consequence 
of voting for 9(3). It would be impossible to vote against 9(1) but for 9(3). 
Therefore Holthuis’s objection seems quite groundless and this second vote 
totally unnecessary. The applicant has shown that rubra is either a synonym 
of cinerea or a nomen dubium. What possible reason can there be for 
preserving this name, for its use in the future in any sense can only be 
contrary to the stability of zoological nomenclature? Let us reserve the use 
of conditional suppression for those few cases where there is a genuine 
reason for caution owing to taxonomic uncertainty.’ 


ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references to the names placed on an 
Official List by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
cinerea, Nepa, Linnaeus, 1758, Syst. Nat., ed. 10, p. 440 
rubra, Nepa, Linnaeus, 1758, Syst. Nat., ed. 10, p. 440. 


CERTIFICATE 

I hereby certify that the votes cast on Voting Paper (85)28 were 
cast as set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper has 
been duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that the decision so 
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taken, being the decision of the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the present Opinion No. 1335. 

R. V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
30 April 1985 



